Abstract: This paper proposes an empirical method to evaluate decentralized economic development programs with heterogeneous characteristics implemented in different regions or states. The evaluation design developed in the paper is a comparative analysis that operationalizes differences in regional policy features and controls for pre-intervention heterogeneous characteristics of targeted areas. The proposed method is illustrated and tested through the evaluation of the U.S. Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs. The results of the analysis show that the proposed evaluation design is an effective tool for turning the heterogeneity of decentralized economic development programs from a threat to the validity of the analysis into a great opportunity for testing the effectiveness of a variety of region (or state) specific policy implementation features.
Introduction
Decentralized economic development programs, such as the number of regional initiatives co-funded by the European Regional Development Fund (E.R.D.F) in the E.U. "Objective 1" (Ob.1) and "Objective 2"(Ob.2) areas 1 and the U.S. state
Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs, are often implemented with rather heterogeneous policy features across the various regions or states that administer the program. Region-or state-specific policy implementation features of decentralized economic development programs commonly vary in the type and the monetary generosity of the incentives offered to businesses, the criteria for selecting the targeted areas of the intervention, and the business eligibility rules for receiving the program incentives. Evaluation of the incentive packages offered in single target sites, in the form of case studies of one individual regional implementation of the program is not a satisfactory option as the external validity of the results is compromised by the wide heterogeneity of the policies implemented across different regions or states. For the U.S. state EZ programs and the E.U. economic development programs in Ob.1 and Ob.2 areas, for example, positive or negative findings from the experience of one regional or state implementation are difficult to generalize to other places or times, since it is not possible to disentangle whether these results were determined by some region-(or state-) specific policy implementation features or by the relatively low or high monetary generosity of the program.
More informative than single case studies can be comparative evaluations of more than one regional or state implementation. For the EZ programs and the economic development initiatives implemented in the E.U. Ob.1 and Ob.2
areas, such types of evaluations are studies that compare outcomes from multiple regional or state implementations of the program. These types of comparative evaluations are generally not easy to perform due to the difficulties in gathering the required data on the location of the target areas, the designation date of the regional programs, the specific local policies and the outcome measures used to assess the success of the program. If carefully performed, however, comparative evaluations use the heterogeneity of the decentralized implementations of the program to their advantage to provide valuable evidence to help refine future economic development interventions. This is because decentralized programs often provide valuable variations of specific policy features across the different regions or states that implement the program.
Such variations can be incorporated into the analysis to assess which implementation features are the most effective for enhancing the future performance of the program.
In this paper I develop a comparative evaluation that investigates the impact of selected regional or state policy implementation features on employment and other business outcomes, (such as plant output and capital expenditures). The evaluation method proposed in the paper is designed to assess whether certain regional (or state) policy implementation features are more appropriate for spurring new business creation, and on the other hand, whether other regional (or state) implementation features are better suited for retaining existing businesses. This type of evidence can be very insightful to reshape future geographically-targeted economic development efforts, as different policy implementation features might be best appropriate in different circumstances. For example, policy implementation features that are found to be effective in attracting new establishment start-ups can be better directed to support the development efforts applied to areas with substantial expansion potential such as newly equipped industrial parks or underutilized land sites at the edge of the urban texture, rather than being directed to reverse the decline of existing business districts.
As regions and/or local sites can be eligible for economic development programs only if they show signs of economic distress, the data used to evaluate such programs are non-experimental and non-random by nature. This poses the challenge to control for selection bias in retrieving program impact estimates. The evaluation method proposed in this paper address the selection bias issue by estimating the designation probability of each target area based on pre-designation characteristics. Differences in these characteristics are then controlled for by including the predicted probability of zone designation in a regression of the outcome variable (either employment, value of shipments or capital expenditures) on indicators of zone status and program features.
The proposed evaluation method is illustrated throughout the paper using as an empirical case study the evaluation of the U.S. Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs. The U.S. EZ programs were initiated autonomously by a number of states, rather than by the Federal Government as a policy initiative providing tax and other business incentives aimed at encouraging businesses to relocate to (or to avoid leaving) economically depressed areas. Because the states autonomously initiated the EZ policies with the involvement of county and local governments of the targeted areas, a large variety of programs emerged. Thus, the U.S. EZ programs represent an excellent empirical application to test the proposed method and to illustrate the challenges and the opportunities that decentralized interventions pose to evaluators.
The results of the analysis from this empirical application show that the evaluation design proposed in the paper is an effective tool for testing a number of policy implementation features that would not be otherwise possible to empirically evaluate in centralized-types of interventions. The policy features tested in this paper provide findings that have relevant policy implications to effectively refine future geographically-targeted economic development initiatives.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section illustrates how to operationalize heterogeneous policy characteristics. The third section describes the proposed evaluation design. The fourth section develops the empirical method of analysis and the data used in the proposed empirical application. The fifth section
illustrates the results of the analysis. The two final sections of the paper discusses the major findings of the paper and offers concluding remarks.
country of the E.U.
How to Operationalize Heterogeneous Policy Implementation Features
To effectively evaluate decentralized economic development programs, it is crucial to sort out and correctly operationalize the heterogeneous policy characteristics implemented in the different regions or states administering the program. On this subject, it is difficult to provide specific and universal guidelines as each decentralized program has its own specific features. Quite commonly, however, the differences among the various region-(or state-) specific policy implementation features are related to the following factors: the monetary value of the incentives offered to targeted businesses, the designation process to select the target areas, the requirements that targeted businesses have to meet for receiving the program incentives and the portion of state (or regional) land covered by the target areas.
Using the U.S. Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs as a case study, the following is an illustration on how differences in the heterogeneous region-(or state-) specific implementation features can be measured and captured in policy variables to be used in empirical evaluation models. . This within-state differential estimate approach is motivated by the fact that development incentives are most likely to affect business location decisions at the margin, as tie-breakers between similar and spatially adjacent areas within the same state (e.g. Bostic 1996 , Wilder and Rubin 1996 , Bartik 1991 , 1995 . This is because the degree of variation in labor, tax, and other business costs, as well as in revenue potential across different regions and states is very likely to be larger than the degree of variation in development incentives. Thus, businesses' interregional (or inter-state) location decisions are likely to be primarily determined by these fundamental cost and revenue variations rather than by the availability of development incentives.
The process for selecting the areas designated as EZs is based in many states on minimal unemployment, income or education thresholds to be met by eligible communities. Eligible communities are then required to submit a formal application for EZ designation which is typically awarded to a large sub-sample of the applicants. A distinctive feature of the EZ application process that has been regarded as potentially important for the effectiveness of the program is the provision of a strategic business plan among the application requirements. In many cases (Bostic 1996) , the strategic planning portion of the application process has been regarded as beneficial by itself for local economic development as it promotes a more productive coordination of different local development resources. Thus, the designation process for selecting the target areas should be primarily operationalized with a dummy variable for whether or not a state EZ program requires the completion of a strategic business plan among its zone application requirements.
State EZ programs often tie incentives awarded to businesses to either the number of new jobs created or the size of the capital investment performed in the zone. As zone incentives may also have an impact on factor prices, incentives that reduce the price of capital may also have a substitution effect by inducing businesses to substitute capital for labor (Wilder and Rubin 1996) , or vice versa. To effectively test such hypotheses, the business requirements for receiving the program incentives should be operationalized with both a job-and a capital-requirement dummy variable.
Finally the territorial extension of the program should be measured as the percentage of state land covered by EZ areas. This solution allows the degree by which the program incentives are spread on a large portion of the state (rather than focusing on few critical target sites) to be captured in a single informative parameter, and to test whether the territorial extension of the program is a relevant factor to explain its degree of success.
The Evaluation Design
The purpose of the evaluation design proposed in this paper is to assess whether decentralized economic development programs achieve their immediate goal of retaining existing firms and attracting new ones. It is widely agreed that successful economic development programs should bring more business activity to both new and existing targeted establishments (e.g. Bartick 1991, Greenbaum 1998, Wilder and Rubin 1996) . Empirical evidence of such increment in business activity would be found in increased employment, sales, and capital expenditures. Thus, three variables are proposed as outcome measures for the evaluation: employment (to measure whether zones create and retain jobs), total dollar value of shipments (to measure whether plant output has been affected), expenditures on new buildings and machinery(to assess whether zone incentives encourage increased capital expenditures).
Although, attracting new business and jobs is certainly the most headline grabbing goal of most decentralized economic development programs, retaining businesses and jobs is also often stated as an important goal (e.g. Dowall 1996). This is especially true when the promoters of the program have in mind to revitalize declining business districts.
Investigating whether certain region-(or state-) specific policy implementation features are more appropriate to spur new business creation, and on the other hand, whether other region-specific features are better suited for retaining existing businesses, can be very beneficial to reshape future economic development efforts. For example, capital is often cited as a primary concern for start-up businesses and new branches of existing businesses (Wilder and Rubin 1996) . Thus, it can be argued that capital and finance incentives for the few first years of a start-up business plan are typically more attractive than tax incentives, since new businesses do not expect to make a profit in the first years of operation. In a survey study of a number of U.S. Enterprise Zones (EZs), Sheldon and Elling (1989) found that new firms reported to be significantly affected by EZ program services (e.g. technical assistance and streamlines regulations), while expanding businesses reported to be more affected by financial assistance (e.g. low-rate financing, venture capital and fee waivers). If the specific policy features implemented in some regions (or states) are found to be particularly effective in attracting new start-up establishments, those features, in the future, should be adopted to support all regional (or state) economic development initiatives targeting areas such as newly equipped industrial parks, rather than initiatives aimed at reversing the decline of existing business districts. Simirlarly, if other region-specific policy features are found to be effective in retaining existing zone businesses, those features should be used to support the future interventions aimed at saving existing business districts, rather than to support the investment aimed at boosting the economic growth of unexploited sites in areas specifically set apart to host new industrial development.
To address these types of research question, it is crucial to include in the analysis the policy implementation variables illustrated in the second section of the paper, and to distinguish, for each outcome variable (i.e. employment, sales and capital expenditures), the pre-post intervention changes accounted for by three different types of business units: births, deaths, and ongoing establishments. To implement this distinction, establishment-specific panel data need to be available for the analysis. With such data in hands, birth establishments can be then defined as business units that have positive employment in the post-intervention time, but had zero employment prior to the program intervention. Deaths can be defined as business units that have zero employment in the current time, but had positive employment prior to the program intervention. Ongoing establishments can be defined as business units that have positive employment levels, both before and after the program intervention.
The intersection among the three growth outcome measures and the three different "types" of business units identifies nine cells. The establishment-specific data inside each of the different cells then need to be aggregated at the geographical level corresponding to that of the areas targeted for the program intervention. If, for example, the target areas of the program intervention are provinces (or regions) of E.U. countries, as the case of the initiatives in Ob.1 and Ob2.
areas, then the data need to be aggregated by provinces (or by regions). If, instead, the target areas are smaller sites corresponding to the size of Postal Code districts, as the case for the U.S. Enterprise Zone programs, then the data need to be aggregated by U.S. Postal ZIP code areas.
The Empirical Method: Conditioning on a Propensity Score
The proposed empirical method to estimate the impact of policy implementation variables on each type of establishments (births, deaths and on-going establishments) is an econometric model, referred to as conditioning on a propensity score (Bondonio 2000, Bondonio and Engberg 2000) , that compares the performances of target and excluded areas while capturing and controlling for observable pre-intervention differences between the two groups of areas. This model is implemented by first estimating (through a probit or logit equation) the probability for each geographic area in the data sample to become the target of the program intervention as a function of a number of economic and socio-demographic characteristics recorded prior to the beginning of the program intervention:
where: X i is a matrix [(N x K), being K the number of observable characteristics measured at a pre-intervention time (t-r ) and N the total number of areas in the data sample], φ j is a set of (J-1) region (or state) dummy variables [with J being the total number of regions (or states) in the data sample]. The predicted value D^i= Φ(X i γ^+φ ∧ j ) from equation (1), referred to as propensity score (e.g. Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983 , 1984 , Dehejia and Wahba 1998a , 1998b , and Heckman, Ichimura and Todd 1997 , represents the estimated probability that an area i is selected for treatment. This probability can be interpreted as a single area-specific parameter (those value ranges 0-1) that summarizes the pre-intervention economic and social conditions of area i. The predicted probability D^i estimated from equation (1) 
The conditioning on a propensity score approach of equations (1) and (2) is well suited for the evaluation of geographically-targeted economic development programs for at least two reasons (Bondonio 2000, Bondonio and Engberg 2000) . First, very often the observable social and economic pre-designation characteristics of the areas targeted by the program intervention (such as regions, provinces, Postal Code areas) cover virtually all the variables that drive the treatment assignment process. Second, the treatment assignment process leaves very little room for self-selection into treatment by local administrations based on unobservable variables.
A Case Study: the Evaluation of U.S. Enterprise Zone Programs
To illustrate in detail how to implement the empirical method proposed for the analysis it is useful to use as a case study the comparative evaluation of the Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs of five states: California, Kentucky, New York, Pennsylvania and Virginia. These five states are sampled for the analysis (among the forty or more states that, to date, have implemented their own version of an EZ program) as the result of a choice based on the longevity of the programs and the ease of gathering geographic and policy information about the programs. The specific policy implementation features of these 5 state programs (operationalized following the guidelines illustrated in the second section of the paper), along with the program starting dates and the number of zones are summarized in Table 1 . 1977, 1982, 1987, 1992 .
Modeling Zone Designation
To adequately control for pre-existing differences among areas and states in the data sample, the propensity score model of equation (1) and (2) while the CM data capture growth in employment, capital expenditure and value of shipments prior to the beginning of the zone selection process.
The probit specification for the second cluster of states (New York and Virginia) differs from the first-cluster specification as it also includes two 1980 Census housing market variables. These two additional variables are included in the specification for New York and Virginia because these two states have specific policy selection guidelines that also include housing condition indicators. The two probit specifications used in the analysis are illustrated in equations (3) and (4): i's characteristics of the housing market; δ j , finally, is a set a state dummy variables. Table 2 illustrates the complete set of independent variables included in equations (3) and (4), along with their means and standard deviations sorted by zone ZIPs and non-zone ZIPs. Table 2 Estimating Zone Outcomes
To estimate the impact of EZ designation and of specific policy implementation features on employment, value of shipments and capital expenditures, the predicted probabilities from equations (3) and (4) 
data sample, instead, does not allow to effectively capture across-state differences in the pre-existing area characteristics that drive the zone selection process.
In equation (5), PR_I and PR_II are the predicted probabilities from equation (3) and (4) respectively. The variable PR_I is constructed as the predicted probability from equation (3) for all the ZIPs located within the states included in cluster I, and zero for all the other ZIPs. Likewise, PR_II contains the predicted probability from equation (4) is a ZIP zone at time t, and zero otherwise. The term EZ it *pol it , finally, is the interaction between the EZ status variable and one of the four remaining policy implementation variables described in the second section of the paper (i.e. pol is equal to either the portion of state land covered by zones or one of the three dummies used to illustrate whether or not: a strategic business plan is required, tax incentives are tied to the number of new jobs created, and tax incentives are tied to capital investment).
The model illustrated in equation (5) is implemented with a number of different specifications. Each specification differs from the other because of the inclusion of a different dependent variable (Y) among the ones listed in Table 3 , and because of the inclusion of different pairs of policy implementation variables. Table 3 The set of dependent variables used in the analysis is formed by intersecting the three outcome measures (i.e. employment-, capital expenditure-and value of shipments-growth) with the three different "types" of firm (i.e. births, deaths and ongoing establishments) operationalized for the analysis. The complete set of specifications adopted to implement the model of equation (5) is illustrated in Table 4 . Due to space constrain, regression results are presented in the paper only for those specifications (highlighted in bold in Table 4 ) that yield significant impact estimates, while the complete list of regression results is available upon request to the author. Table 4 Results Table 5 reports the results from the probit regression of equations (3) and (4). The coefficient estimates of Table 5 highlight which are the actual pre-designation characteristics that drive the selection decision in each cluster of states. In the three states included in cluster I (California, Kentucky and Pennsylvania) zones tend to be placed in areas with low per capita income, slow pre-designation employment growth and high proportion of minority population and population density. New York and Virginia combined, forming cluster II, target instead areas with slow pre-designation employment growth, high proportion of minority population and with low-value housing units.
Probability of Zone Selection-
To test the validity of the clustering solution adopted, the analysis has been replicated adopting the specification of equation (4) [which includes two housing variables] for retrieving the propensity score estimates of the cluster I states.
Results from this specification are in favor of the adopted clustering solution, showing that housing criteria do not affect zone designation for the cluster I states
The coefficient estimates for the housing occupancy rate and the average value of housing units are also tested for joint significance trough a standard F-test those results fail to reject the null hypothesis of both coefficients having zero value. Table 5 Birth-establishment outcomes- Table 6 summarizes the results for the three birth-establishment specifications of equation (5) The second column of Table 6 summarizes the results for the specification (II.4 ), having value of shipments as dependent variable. The marginal impact of zone designation and zone policies on the 5-year baseline growth rate is very similar to the estimated impact on the employment growth rate. Zone designation and the portion of state land covered by zones are also in this case found to significantly affect the baseline growth rate of the dependent variable. Zone designation is estimated to increase the growth rate of value of shipments by 5.9 percentage points per year. The estimated impact of the land-coverage of zones is such that increasing the zone land-coverage by one standard deviation would marginally depress the yearly growth rate of the value of shipments by 4.2 8 percentage points.
Impact estimates of zone designation and zone policies on capital expenditures are reported on the third column of Table 6 . Results are similar to those for the employment (I.4) and the value of shipment (II.4) specifications, with the estimated coefficient of zone designation highlighting an increase of 6.1 percentage points in the baseline growth rate and the coefficient of zone land extension of zones highlighting a decrease of 4.0 9 percentage points in the baseline growth rate per each one-standard deviation increase of zone land occupation. Table 6 Existing-establishment outcomes-Results for the existing-establishment specifications are summarized in Table 7 .
Having incentives tied to hiring requirements is found to be the only EZ feature that marginally affects the baseline growth of zones' employment (specification IV.2 ). Awarding zone businesses with incentives that are proportionate to the number of new jobs created is estimated to marginally increase employment growth by 4.54 percentage points per year.
The second and third column of Table 7 report estimates for the value of shipment (V.1) and capital expenditure (VI.1) specifications. For both of these specifications, the EZ program feature that matters is requiring local communities (that qualify for zone designation) to submit strategic business development plan as part of the application process.
Mandating communities to develop a strategic business plan is found to marginally enhance the baseline growth of shipments by 6.48 percentage points per year and is found to enhance capital expenditure growth by 9.56 percentage points a year. Table 7 7 Mean and standard deviation for the zone land coverage of the five states in the data sample are (0.042) and (0.022), respectively. Thus the estimated figure of 5.6 percentage points is obtained as: -0.056=(-0.1295*0.022*100)/5 8 -0.042 = (-0.096*0.022*100)/5. 9 -0.040 = (-0.093*0.22*100)/5
Vanishing-establishment outcomes-When the impact of zone designation and zone policy features is estimated on the employment and business outcomes accounted for by vanishing establishments, none of the EZ specific policy features considered has a significant impact on either the baseline employment loss or on the loss of production and capital expenditure.
Discussion of the Results and Policy Implications
The analysis performed took a close look at the states' EZ experience to determine whether different impacts of EZ programs might be detected by separately looking at outcomes accounted for by new, existing or vanishing establishments, as different zones might either target the attraction of new establishments, the expansion of existing establishments, or the retention of businesses in struggling areas. When outcome measures are separated in this way, results from the analysis show that EZ programs have different impacts on different types of establishments. Zone designation is found to increase the growth of jobs, production and capital expenditure brought by new establishments. Employment and business outcomes accounted for by existing establishment are also positively affected by selected policy features, though to a very small extent. Zone designation is instead found to have no impact on slowing down the loss of employment, production and capital investment, accounted for by vanishing establishment.
There are various possible explanations for these findings. New businesses could simply increase the rate at which previously existing businesses leave the area (Greenbaum 1998). New jobs and economic activity are much more headline grabbing than the retention or salvage of existing jobs and economic activity. New economic activity is quickly used to emphasize the merit of EZ programs, while business closures are often unlikely to be linked to zone designation. As a result, zone incentives might be marketed more toward attracting new establishments than toward helping struggling existing ones.
The greatest relevance of these findings, however, is perhaps the strong indication that the proposed method of analysis can be used as an effective tool to test a number of predictions that economist and practitioners have long expressed on economic development initiatives. For the U.S. Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs such predictions concern a number of policy characteristics that these programs (and economic development programs in general) should have in order to be most effective when efforts are primarily targeted at attracting new businesses and when efforts are instead targeted at retaining existing ones (e.g. Bostic 1996 , Papke 1993 , wilder and Rubin 1996 . Although being potentially very important to refine future economic development efforts, these types of predictions have never been supported by any solid empirical analysis. Taking advantage of the decentralized implementation of the U.S. Enterprise Zones, the findings retrieved from the analysis offer important empirical evidence to specifically support three of such predictions:
I) Programs with fewer target areas are more effective in attracting new jobs and business activity-The results of the analysis show that states that have lower zone land coverage are found to attract more employment and economic activity accounted for by newly attracted establishments. This finding provides support to the prediction that geographically-targeted economic development programs are more successful in attracting new businesses if they restrict the number (and the size) of the designated target areas. This is because a more competitive site selection process can allow program officials to better evaluate the potential comparative advantage of the different eligible areas Friedman 1990a, 1990b) . In this way, program officials would be able to designate the areas that have developed the strongest local support for economic growth. A more conservative attitude in the designation process of target areas is also considered beneficial for facilitating a closer monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of the program, allegedly improving its ultimate efficacy in attracting new businesses (Wilder and Rubin 1996) .
II) Employment growth in existing target businesses is promoted only if program incentives are tied to hiring
requirements-It has been pointed out (Papke 1993 ) that tax incentives (as other zone incentives) may have also an impact on factor prices. Incentives that reduce the price of capital goods may increase production and employment by lowering costs, but they may also have a substitution effect by inducing businesses to substitute capital for labor. Programs that tie tax incentives awarded to zone businesses to the number of new jobs created, therefore, are believed to be more effective in promoting local employment growth than programs that tie incentives to capital investments (Wilder and Rubin 1996) .
Moreover, tax incentives are expected to appeal more to established businesses than to start-ups, since new businesses do not typically expect to make profits in the first years of operation (Sheldon and Elling 1989) . Thus, programs that ties tax incentives to job creation, in particular, are predicted to benefit zone employment specifically when the target of zone designation are existing establishments.
The results of the analysis presented in the paper support this prediction. Tying incentives to job creation is found to promote employment growth in existing zone businesses, while it is not found to have a significant impact when the evaluation focuses either on the employment growth accounted for by new businesses established in zone areas or on sale and capital expenditure growth.
III) Programs with strategic planning requirements are more effective in promoting production and investment growth in existing target businesses-The strategic planning portion of the application process to designate the target areas of the program intervention has been regarded as a key positive feature of those regional economic development initiatives specifically aimed at boosting the economic activity of existing target businesses ( Bostic 1996) . As the development of a zone strategic plan often gathers together local businesses with different administrative and community branches, existing zone businesses become more aware of the program benefit (and of the growth opportunity offered by the program) if they are located in states (or regions) that mandate the submission of such a plan rather than if they are located in states (or regions) that do not mandate such a submission. The provision of a strategic business plan, instead, is not predicted to be a relevant policy feature for those programs that specifically target the attraction of new businesses into the target areas (rather than targeting existing businesses). For these types of programs marketing efforts and the total territorial extension of the target areas are predicted to be by large the most relevant factors. In this paper the provision of a business plan has been specifically operationalyzed and included in the empirical model, allowing such predictions to be tested. The results from the analysis highlight that requiring a business plan as part of the zone application process is beneficial for inducing growth in the value of shipments and capital investment recorded by existing establishments, while it does not significantly affect the growth of the economic activity brought by new businesses.
Conclusion
This paper proposes an empirical method to evaluate the performance of decentralized economic development programs implemented across different regions or states. The proposed evaluation design is a comparative model that investigates the impact of selected heterogeneous regional (or state) policy implementation features on employment and other business outcomes.
The method of analysis is illustrated and tested through an empirical application: the evaluation of the U.S. state
Enterprise Zone (EZ) programs. By carefully operationalizing the differences in the state-specific EZ policy implementation features, and by adequately controlling for differences in the pre-designation characteristics of target and excluded areas, the proposed evaluation design provides findings that have significant policy implications to effectively refine future geographically-targeted economic development initiatives. The findings from this empirical application show that the proposed evaluation design is an effective tool for turning the heterogeneity of decentralized economic development programs from a threat to the validity of the analysis into a great opportunity for testing the effectiveness of a variety of region (or state) specific policy implementation features. Tables   Table 1 
